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The article considers theoretical and metho-
dological basis of corruption as a systemic
problem. Corruption is analysed as a complex
socio-economic phenomenon, its main types
are studied, the main approaches in economic
theory to the interpretation of the concept of cor-
ruption are systematized, the causes of corrupt
economic relations are clarified. Specific factors
that determine the development of corruption
and its consequences in the socio-economic
system of society are studied. The study analy-
ses causes of relationship between corruption
and the shadow economy in Ukrainian economy,
it shows that the shadow activity of market par-
ticipants leads to negative socio-economic con-
sequences for the state and society: it destructs
competition, distorts the market mechanism, tax
and monetary system, has a negative impact
on the state of public finances. Shadow pro-
cesses cause significant deformations of the
social sphere. The analysis allows us to con-
clude that relationships between corruption and
the shadow economy are systemic problems of
national economy development, which are not
only a threat to national security, but also create a
multiplicative negative impact on socio-economic
system of society.
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B cmambe paccMompeHbl meopemuyeckue u
Memodo/Io2udeCKUe OCHOBbI KOPPYMUUU  Kak
cucmemHol npo6iemsl. Koppynyusi npoaHasu-
3UpoBaHa Kak C/IOKHOE COYUasIbHO-3KOHOMU-

ueckoe siB/IeHUe, UCC/1ed0BaHbl ee OCHOBHbIE
BUObI, cUCMEMamu3upoBaHbl OCHOBHbIE M00-
X00bl B 3KOHOMUYECKOU meopuu K UHmep-
rpemayuu  MoHSIMUsI  KOPPYMNYuu, —BbISICHEHbI
MPUYUHbI BO3HUKHOBEHUS KOPPYMTYUOHHBIX 3KO-
HOMUYecKux omHoweHud. ViccredosaHbl crey-
ucpudeckue hakmopbl, KOmopblie ornpedessiom
passumue Koppynyuu u ee rocsiedcmsusi 8
coyuasibHO-3KOHOMUYEeCKoU  cucmeme  obuje-
cmaa. [poaHa/u3upoBaHb! MPUYUHbI BO3HUKHO-
BEHUSI KOPPYMYUOHHO-MeHeBbIX IKOHOMUYECKUX
OMHOWeHUl B YKpaUHCKOU 3KOHOMUKe, MoKa-
3aHO, YmMO meHesas OesimesIbHOCMb yyacm-
HUKOB pbIHKa Mpusooum K He2amusHbIM CoYu-
a/IbHO-3KOHOMUYECKUM  roc/iedcmsusivM 07151
2ocydapcmesa U obujecmsa:  0ecmpyKmusHO
B/USIEM Ha PEXUM KOHKYpeHyuu, deghopmu-
pyem  pbIHOYHbIG  MEexaHU3M, Ha/lo208ylo U
KPEOUMHO-OEHEXHY0 CUCMEMbI, OKasblBaem
He2amusHoe B/IUSIHUE Ha COCMOsiHUE 20Cy-
0apcmseHHbIX (huHaHcoB. TeHesble NMpPoyecchl
BbI3bIBAIOM  3HaYUME/IbHbIE — Oeghopmayuu
coyuasbHol  cepepbl.  MposedeHHbIl  aHa/lu3
ro3gosisiem coeflamb BbIB00, YMO KOpPYnMyu-
OHHO-MEHEeBbIe OMHOWEHUST - MO CUCMEMHbIE
nMpo6/iemMbl passuMUsi HayUOHa/IbHO20 X03sil-
cmaa, Komopble He MosIbKO AenMcs y2po3oli
HayuoHa/bHol 6e3onacHocmu, HO U co3darom
BO3HUKHOBEHUST MY/TbMUI/IUKaMUBHO20 Heaa-
MUBHO20 B/IUSIHUSI HA COUUA/TbHO-3KOHOMUYE-
CKyto cucmemMy obujecmsa.

KntoueBble cnosa: Koppyrnyusi, KOPPYynyuoH-
HO-meHesble  OMHOWEHUsI,  KOpPYMyUOHHast
0esime/IbHoCMb, KOpPYNUUOHHasi peHma, cuc-
memHasi  Koppyrnyusi, noc/iedcmsusi  Koppyr-
yuu, oeghopmayusi coyuasibHO-3KOHOMUYECKOU
cucmemsI.

Y cmammi po32/isiHymo meopemuyHi ma Memooo/102i4Hi OCHOBU KOPYnyji ik cucmeMHol npo6siemu. Kopynuisi mpoaHasiizosaHa sik CKaoHe coyjasibHo-
EKOHOMIYHe siBuWe, AOC/TIONEHO i OCHOBHI BUOU, cUCMEMAMU308aHO OCHOBHI MiOX00u B €KOHOMIYHIU meopii 0o iHMepnpemayii NoHImmsi Kopymnui,
3’IC0BAHO MPUYUHU BUHUKHEHHSI KOPYMNYIUHUX eKOHOMIYHUX BIOHOCUH. JJOC/id)eHO crneyudbiyHi hakmopu, siki BU3Ha4aomb Po3BUMOK Kopynyii ma i
Hac/1ioKu 8 coyia/ibHo-eKOHOMIYHIL cucmenmi cycriisemsa. Mema cmammi rosisiezae 8 CUCMeMHOMY aHasni3i KopynuitiHUX Mpoyecis 8 YkpaiHi, 00C/lOXeHHI
MPUYUH, cymHocmi ma 3micmy modeneli KopynyitiHoi disiibHOCMI; 3'siCyBaHHI0 0cobausocmeli ix MposiBy 8 CyyacHill yKpaiHCbKIl eKOHOMIY. Baxxiusicmb
yiei mpobemu BUSHaYaEMbCs1 HasIBHICMIO 2/1IUGOKUX CUCMEMHUX €KOHOMIYHUX | coyiasibHUX KOHGWIIKMIB B PO3BUMKY YKPAIHCLKO20 Cycri/lbcmsa Ha
cyyacHomy emarti [poaHas1308aHO MPUYUHU BUHUKHEHHS KOPYRUIUHO-MIHbOBUX €KOHOMIYHUX BIOHOCUH B YKPAIHChKIU eKOHOMIU), MOKa3aHo, Wo miHboB8a
OiSi/IbHICMb YYaCHUKIB PUHKY MPU3B00UMb 00 He2amuBHUX CoUjia/TbHO-eKOHOMIYHUX Hac/lioKiB 07151 0epxasu i cycrisibemsa: 0ecmpykmusHO BI/1UBAE Ha
PEXUM KOHKYPEHUil, 0ehopMye PUHKOBUL MEXaHI3M, Mo0amkosy ma KpeoumHo-2powosy cucmemu, 30iUCHI0E HeaamusHUU Br/IUB HA CmaH 0epXasHUX
piHaHciB. TiHbOBI NMPoYeCU BUK/IUKarOMb 3HaqHI deghopmayii coyiasibHOT cghepu. ICHyBaHHsI MICHO20 KOpynuyiliHo20 38’3Ky MK 8/1a00K0 | GI3HECOM 8
YkpaiHi (Ha BiOMiHy Bi0 iHWUX KpaiH, 0e BiH MeHW MoMimHul abo Hocumb BUNadKoBUL Xapakmep) Mepemsoproe KOpynuyito Ha IHemumyyjioHaslbHe sisuLye.
Cmilikicmb KopynyiliHUX 38'3Ki8 € BU3Ha4Ya/IbHUM ¢hakmopoM XapakmepucmuKu yKpaiHCbKoi dilicHocmi i cmaHoBumb ceplio3Hy CyCri/ibHy HeGe3rexy,
OCKi/IbKU 3aB0siKU ili ICHyroOmb cymmesi KopynuiliHi meHema, siki He MpPOCMO OMpPUMYOMb MPUGYMKU 8 pe3y/ibmami CB0€i MpomurpasHoi disi/ibHOCM,
asne i iHBecmytoms X B8 pO3BUMOK camoi Kopynuii. Lie nepemsoptoe Kopynuito Ha cucmemHul ¢hakmop YKpaiHCbKOI coyia/ibHO-€KOHOMIYHOI MOoOerTi
cycninsemaa. [MposedeHuli aHasmi3 A03B80/15IE 3p0OUMU BUCHOBOK, U0 KOPYMYilIHO-MIHbOBI BIOHOCUHU — e CUCMEMHI MPOo6b/IeMU PO3BUMKY HayiOHa/IbHO20
2ocrnodapcmsa, siki He MifibKu € 3a2p030K0 HayioHa/IbHIll 6e3ney, ane i CmBoprMb BUHUKHEHHST My/IbMUIN/IIKAMUBHO20 HE2amuBHO20 BI/IUBY Ha
coyjasibHO-eKOHOMIYHY cuCMeMy CyCrli/Ib.Cmaa.

KntouoBi cnoBa: kopynyisi, KopynyiliHo-miHb08i BIOHOCUHU, KopynyiliHa Oisi/ibHicmb, KopynyiliHa peHma, cucmemHa Kopyruisi, Hac/lioku Kopynyi,
deghopmayisi coyiasibHO-eKOHOMIYHOT CUCMEMU.

Formulation of the problem. The problems of
corruption interaction in Ukrainian society today have
reached the level of a global phenomenon, when
corruption in the country forms a certain system of
closely intertwined socio-economic relations.

Corruption increases when there is a desire to
obtain economic rent through the political process,

that is the state regulation of various spheres of
economic life. Taking this principle as a basis,
representatives of bureaucracy, politics, business and
all interested groups try to subordinate state authority
to private interests, which leads to "privatization of the
state." This turns corruption into a systemic factor that
affects all spheres of society.
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That is why it is necessary to develop and
implement effective socio-economic strategies to
combat corruption at all levels of socio-economic
organization.

Analysis of recent research and publications.
The bases of the study of corruption as a systemic
problem of modern society are laid in the works of
D. Akemolg, T. Varier, L. Wilde, J. Jones, D. Kaufman,
J.-J. Laffont, S. Rose-Ackerman [12], J. Hellman,
H. de Soto [15], W. Tanzi, M. Philp, S. Huntington and
others.

The works of S. Alatas [19], R. Vishny, R. Klitgaard
[21; 22], F. Mendes, P. Haywood, E. Feige [21],
F. Schneider [24] are devoted to the formation of an
expanded interpretation of the concept "corruption”,
measurement and typology of corrupt economic
activity.

Considerable attention to the study of the shadow
economy and corruption is paid in the works of
S.Yu. Barsukova, A.S. Vahrushev, S.M. Gurieva,
V.O. Ispravnikov [5], T.I. Koriagina, S.P. Yuhachov,
S.M. Echmakov [3], V.M. Polterovich [9] and others.

The development of problems related to corruption
and shadow economy and the need for their
significant restriction are in the interests of domestic
specialists, such as: A. Bazyliuk, Z. Varnalii [1; 16],
A. Voloshenko [2], V. Honcharova, |. Dluhopolskyi,
I. Mazur [8], V. Predborskyi [13], R. Pustoviit [11],
T. Tyshchuk [12], Yu. Kharazishvili [15], M. Fomina [6,
18], A. Skrypnyk [14], Yu. Samaieva [13] and others.

The aim of the article. Analysis of corruption in
Ukraine as a complex socio-economic phenomenon
is possible only with a clear differentiation of the
features of corruption in domestic economy, clarifying
its essence, mechanisms, forms of manifestation and
consequences for the development of society.

The purpose of the article is a systemic analysis
of corruption processes in Ukraine, the study of the
causes, nature and content of corruption models;
elucidation of the peculiarities of their manifestation
in modern Ukrainian economy. The importance
of this problem is determined by the presence of
deep systemic economic and social conflicts in the
development of Ukrainian society nowadays.

Main body. Corruption and the shadow economy
accompany the development of any state, regardless
of its socio-economic, political, social structure. For
example, the first mention of the struggle against
corruption dates back to the second half of the 24th
century B.C. (Sumerian city-state Lagash).

Corruption came with the emergence of the
state. Bribery as a crime involving severe punish-
ment is mentioned in the Code of Hammurabi
(2200 BC). Despite the fact that in the early stages of
its development, human society considered corruption
a social evil, in some countries the attitude to it was
relatively loyal, and in some countries corruption was
even legalized.
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According to chroniclers, bribes appeared in
ancient Russia, and immediately evoked a decisive
counteraction. By the 18th century officials in Russia
lived on so-called "feeding" or "offerings". In Soviet
times, corruption manifested itself in the form of
status rent, which could be used primarily by the party
nomenklatura.

At the current stage of development of the
Ukrainian state, corruption has become a systemic
socio-economic phenomenon.

However, traditionally, corruption was seen
primarily as moral, then as legal, and only in the
1970s corruption began to be studied as an economic
category within the theory of rent [12]. Corrupt
economic relations develop when the economic
interests of an entity that has the potential to obtain a
status rent cannot be satisfied within the current rules
and restrictions.

In the modern economic literature, the most
common approaches are those in which corruption
is seen as:

— a form of economic behaviour chosen from an
existing (available) set of alternatives;

— any actions of an individual, government
agency, private company that violate the law or
undermine trust in it for profit or other gain;

— use of official position and public funds to
improve the personal well-being and well-being of the
family and close relatives.

A significant amount of economic research on the
phenomenon of corruption emphasizes the existence
of close relationship between high levels of corruption
in society and disproportionately high incomes of a
small group of people and growing poverty of the
majority of population [23].

We share the view of R. Klitgaard, who for decades
studied the phenomenon of corruption [21; 22] and
describes the propensity to corruption as a formula
that includes low risk, moderate punishment and high
profits:

Corruption = Monopoly + Discretion - Accountability.

From a functional point of view, corruption can be
described as:

1) the use of state power in personal interests;

2) a general concept that reflects a significant
number of different types of behaviour, including
outright theft (when public funds or public property are
used by officials for their enrichment) and personal
interest (when a corrupt official receives personal
financial gain as a result of the decisions he makes,
within the performance of official duties).

Researchers determine that today corruption
exists in various sectors of the economy of many
countries and is one of the main factors hindering
their development [18; 20]. Thus, the corruption
component of economic activity is a dangerous
problem and requires a detailed assessment of
a number of interactions (especially in the public
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sector) from the standpoint of the existing corruption
component.

The following main signs of corruption can be
identified:

— mutual agreement of the participants in the
action;

— existence of mutual obligations;

— obtaining certain benefits for both parties;

— making a decision that violates the law or
contradicts moral standards;

— conscious subordination of public interests to
personal gain;

— both sides try to hide their actions.

Analysing the negative impact of corruption on
economic growth, it should first be noted that this
applies to medium and large businesses, as well as
public investment, when there is a serious excess
of project value due to the fact that participants in
corrupt relations receive as income a portion of
budget funds. This is a negative factor even when
the program is successfully implemented, because in
this case the income of corrupt officials is provided by
honest taxpayers, which is the main and dangerous
side effect of corruption [3; 12].

A number of experts note the following negative
consequences of corruption:

— weakening the role of the law;

— reducing the confidence of economic agents in
the state;

— slowdown in economic growth;
increasing social inequality;
decrease in business activity;
deterioration of the investment climate [9; 21; 23].

Thus, it can be argued that the consequence
of corruption is formation of unproductive patterns
of behaviour of both public sector and business
structures, as corruption causes restrictions on
competition, slowing down the pace and quality of
economic growth.

At the same time, there is an increase in demand
for corrupt services, which indicates that such
patterns of behaviour are becoming more common
among economic agents, especially in countries
with undeveloped markets. The main reason is that
corruption allows for higher incomes compared to
legal forms of doing business. All this weakens the
incentives to invest in the real sector of the economy.
This is extremely important for the Ukrainian eco-
nomy in terms of unstable macroeconomic forecast,
when the number of budget problems is steadily
growing.

According to the IMF, the annual amount of bribes
in the world is 2 trillion USD. In 2013, the European
Commission estimated the annual losses of the
economy from corruption in EU member states at
about 120 billion EUR [25].

The phenomenon of corruption in Ukraine reflects
the internal contradictions of the socio-economic

system of the country. Moreover, it should be noted
that corruption in Ukraine arises and reproduces in
specific conditions. At the same time, the close link
between corruption and the shadow economy is quite
obvious: without illegal transactions and tax evasion,
a large part of the business (especially small ones)
would not be able to pay bribes and "rewards".

Corruption manifestations, according to the
current legislation, include:

— abuse of power and official position;
receiving a bribe;
commercial bribery;
other illegal use by a person of his or her
official position contrary to the legitimate interests of
society and the state for profit in the form of money,
valuables, other property.

The basic principle of corrupt relations is that the
acts of corruption are beneficial to both parties.

Corruption as a choice of rational agents is
analysed within the framework of neoclassical theory,
which considers corruption as a kind of shadow
tax on the private sector, and this tax is obtained
by politicians and officials due to the monopoly on
making important business decisions. At the same
time, corruption (like any other type of crime) is a very
risky activity, because someone who pays bribes or
takes bribes risks being caught and convicted.

Researchers analyse models based on a
comparison of the expected benefits and possible
losses from corrupt practices. If the expected benefit
is greater than zero, it becomes an incentive for
corruption and vice versa [22].

Representatives of the neoclassicism offer a
variety of sanctions (fines, confiscation of property)
as the main ways to reduce corruption, seeing these
sanctions as a real loss from corruption.

What effect do governmental measures against
corruption have? The high probability of being caught
reduces the volume of corrupt services, but increases
the amount of bribes. On the contrary, the dependence
of punishment on the amount of bribe reduces the
size of the latter, but increases the quantity of bribes.

Neoclassical models do not take into account the
"inclusion” of an individual into social environment and
do not pay attention to the factors that affect potential
participants in corrupt transactions, such as morality
and public condemnation of criminal behaviour.

In contrast to the neoclassicism, within the
institutional approach, corruption is studied as
the interaction of people in social environment, in
connection with which the main factors holding back
corruption are:

— ideology;

— professional ethics;

— corporate culture;

— family tradition;

— religion;

— social norms.




NMPUYOPHOMOPCbKI EKOHOMIYHI CTYAIT

Considering above mentioned, the greatest im-
portance is attached to social norms, according to
which corrupt behaviour can be justified or rejected. At
the same time, social norms are extremely inert, and
changing them is a long-term process. In our opinion, it
is the lack of public condemnation, the mass spread of
"grassroots"”, "domestic" corruption, that has led to the
flourishing of systemic corruption in Ukraine.

One of the main manifestations of corruption is the
formation of corrupt rents. The term "rent" is widely
used in economic theory and is applied to factors of
production - labour, land, capital. Formation of rent
is associated with owning a scarce resource and
having a limited supply. Such a resource for corrupt
officials at various levels of government is access to
public resources (including investment and financial
resources) [23]. Systemic corruption has the ability
to guarantee businesses receiving governmental or
municipal orders, thus providing a stable source of
funding for its business activities (through a successful
tender, participation in a program or a specific
investment project). Corruption often deliberately
creates barriers to business, artificially limiting its
supply and depriving it of significant benefits. These
circumstances can be compared with the situation,
which in economic theory is defined as the formation
of monopoly profits or monopoly rents.

The existence of systemic corruption can be
compared to the conditions of a closed monopoly,
barriers, regulations, political lobbies. A closed
monopoly guarantees a net economic profit, which
in this case turns into a corrupt rent. The amount
of corrupt rents depends, on the one hand, on the
"market price" of contracts awarded to businesses
by the authorities, and, on the other hand, they are
affected by the amount of costs associated with
finding corrupt rents. In this case, the costs of a
closed monopoly include court fees, which arise
due to a number of circumstances caused by the
"dissatisfaction" of private business, maintenance of
lobbyists of various branches of government.

In the environment of monopolistic behavior
of the state authority representatives, absence of
resources — substitutes is natural; inefficient allocation
of existent natural resources available under a closed
monopoly only to a limited extent (with constant
elasticity of demand for them).

The source of monopoly power of systemic
corruption should be considered a high concentration
of corrupt officials at various levels of government, as
well as their seizure and control over the distribution
of a significant part of state resources. From the
course of political economy, it is known that closed
monopolies are the most serious threat to the market,
their operation causes the formation of net gross
product costs (domestic and regional).

According to many scholars, corruption was the
cause and consequence of the functioning of the
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shadow economy, which led to significant property
differentiation of society, declining morality and
degradation of socio-political life [3; 6; 17].

The corruption component is present today in both
the corporate and private sectors of the economy.
Corruptors do not obey the regulatory rules that are
set for market participants (or successfully manipulate
them). They take certain risks, abusing their position,
knowing that the negative consequences of their
decisions will be paid for by taxpayers. The status
granted to a corrupt official provides him or her with
economic immunity in society.

It is possible to identify the main factors that
contribute to the development of relations between
corruption and the shadow economy in modern
Ukraine:

1. Financial and economic:

— unfair initial distribution of capital - the shadow
sector provides a redistribution of GDP (sooner or
later, but Ukraine will have to solve the problem of
predatory privatization and oligarchic capital — it is
not about "dekulakization of the oligarchs" but about
restoring justice in the distribution of national wealth
and personal and public property lost by citizens);

— imperfection of the tax system — so far in
Ukraine a significant part of GDP is collected in the
budget and state funds, which is then stolen;

— large-scale embezzlement of budget funds
that has been going on for many years (according
to expert estimates, from 10 to 20% of all financial
resources allocated for the implementation of state
programs and projects, as well as profits of state
enterprises are stolen and laundered through the
shadow economy);

— the lack of a state systemic policy of economic
and social incentives for enterprises to come out of
the shadows (replacing such a policy with high-profile
campaigns only leads to an increase in corruption);

— archaic structure of finance (today the money
in circulation in the shadow economy outside the
Ukrainian banks (cash in hryvnia and foreign currency
and non-cash abroad) constitutes, according to expert
estimates, an astronomical amount approximately
equal to the total money supply M2.)

2. Legal:

— significant inconsistencies and gaps in the
legislation that contribute to irresponsibility in illegal
activities, with excessive regulation of open business
activity;

— a largely corrupt system of law enforcement
and the judiciary (the shadow economy breeds
corruption, and corruption, in turn, creates a basis for
the development of the shadow economy);

— vulnerability of open effective private business
from arbitrariness of officials, "law enforcement
terror", encroachments of crime and corporate raiding
of "oligarchs".

3. Administrative:
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— the lack of an effective state management
vertical, which would cover all areas of the economy
throughout Ukraine and aimed not at "appropriation”
of the budget and not at direct intervention in the
economy, but at effective business development;

— prohibitory, punitive administration - excessive
formal administrative barriers that hinder the
development of legal business, the bureaucracy's
focus on the negative rather than the positive;

— irresponsibility and incompetence of the state
administrative apparatus, the lack of dependence of
the official's salary on the specific results of their work
for the development of open market relations in the
economy.

4. Social and political:

— the uncertainty of most entrepreneurs in the
stability of market economic course of the state
due to the lack of a clear development strategy and
strengthening the direct participation of the state in
the economy;

— social and political insecurity of the majority
of the population - the state has separated itself by
irresponsibility from citizens, and citizens in return do
not consider themselves obliged to such a state;

— degradation of culture, morality, propaganda
of the cult of crime and permissiveness, lack of
education system of younger generation.

In Ukraine, corruption, according to research, has
become systemic and has become an independent
political force. It is now characterized by the following
features:

a) public policy is directly dictated by the private
interests of persons in power, close to power, or able
to influence power;

b) additional and shadow incomes form the basis
and necessary part of the income of officials;

c) corrupt behavior has become the norm of eco-
nomic and legal culture;

d) the executive power actively uses "shadow"
forms of income mobilization and stimulation [3].

Significant growth in the shadow economy began
in 2013, with a further increase in the shadow sector
due to price and devaluation shocks, escalation of the
military conflict and COVID-19.

Corruption has become a system-forming factor
in the process of merging the functions of private
business and public administration. The fact that both
government and business are involved in corruption
makes the struggle against corruption an extremely
difficult area of public policy.

Specific factors that determine the nature of
the development of corrupt economic relations in
modern Ukraine, on the one hand, are conditioned
by historical heritage (tolerant attitude in society
to corruption combined with low legal literacy; the
existence in Ukraine of informal "spontaneous" civil
society, which has more significant influence than
the Western models of civic institutions introduced

into Ukrainian practice; a wide range of discretionary
powers of officials), and on the other hand, are due to
socio-economic realities of Ukrainian society (scale of
shadow economy; inefficiency of formal institutions;
high level of social inequality; low level of non-cash
payment prevalence, unsatisfactory conditions for the
realization of economic interests of civil servants of
different levels).

The negative economic consequences of cor-
ruption in the modern economic literature include the
following:

— growth of the shadow economy in terms of
reducing tax revenues of budgets of all levels;

— loss of confidence of economic entities in the
ability of the government to determine and ensure the
rules of the market;

— reducing the effectiveness of competitive
market mechanisms and discrediting market
competition;

— price increase through corruption overheads
which are transferred to buyers;

— irrational use of budget funds in the distribution
of state and municipal orders, benefits, guarantees,
subsidies.

Reproduction of corruption causes the following
social consequences: discrediting the legal regulator
of interaction between the state and society; diversion
of significant resources from the state budget to social
development; growing social instability in society;
increasing economic and political risks of business
organization, which worsen Ukraine's investment
rating in the world.

Algorithm for successful counteraction by the
state and society to corruption and shadow economic
relations includes:

1) legitimate elite of society and the state;

2) ideals and moral attitudes, adequate to society
and its progressive development, must be implanted
in the public consciousness;

3) improvement of transparent relations of
society, including in the field of economy, giving
them a powerful impetus to sustainable progressive
development;

4) reforming the regulatory framework of the state
for bringing it in line with ideals and moral attitudes,
on the one hand, and real life, including economic, on
the other;

5) weakening of the shadow sphere of society,
shadow sphere of the economy;

6) weakening of shadow elites and shadow
centres of power;

7) elimination of the roots of the shadow and
criminal spheres of society, including economic.

Currently, Corruption Perceptions Index (CPI)
for Ukraine has deteriorated and is 30 points out of
100, which is 2 points less than last year. According
to Transparency International, in The Global Corrup-
tion Barometer 2019, Ukraine ranks 126th out of
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180 positions. Last year, the country was ranked
120th out of 180 [25].

Procrastination with the real punishment of bribe-
takers, aswell asthe increase in corruption component
in relations between business and government do
not allow Ukraine to take a decisive step forward in
terms of CPIl. And seven years after the Revolution
of Dignity, Ukraine remains the most corrupt country
in Europe. The conditions for long-term business are
difficult. The main reasons are corrupt protectionism
and merging of political and business interests.

Ukraine has not overcome the limit of "corruption
shame", remaining in the club of totally corrupt states.

Conclusions. Corruption as an economic phe-
nomenon is latent, illegal, which is realized through
rent-oriented behaviour of officials, a form of socially
unauthorized relations of exchange, distribution and
appropriation of economic goods, money, securities
and assetsthatrestricteconomic freedom, competition
and access to national and business resources.
Under these conditions, corrupt officials, who are
endowed with power functions in the system of public
administration, illegally commercialize their activities,
convert power into property and capital, and provide
non-economic advantages in competition (primarily in
resource markets) to business representatives who
pay corrupt rents.

The existence of a close corruption link between
government and business in Ukraine (as opposed to
other countries where it is less visible or incidental)
makes corruption an institutional phenomenon. The
persistence of corrupt ties is a determining factor in
the characterization of Ukrainian reality and poses
a serious public danger, as it creates significant
corruption webs that not only make a profit from
their illegal activities, but also invest them in the
development of corruption itself. This turns corruption
into a systemic factor of the Ukrainian socio-economic
model of society.

Lack of political will is largely a consequence of
the involvement of senior government officials in
political and corrupt actions, their interest in certain
corruption schemes.

Therefore, real anti-corruption policy should take
into account the following factors:

— state authorities are corrupt and therefore not
interested in the real combat against corruption;

— inUkraine, unfortunately, there are noinfluential
politicians, real "moral leaders" who are ready to be a
"moral example" and lead the fight against corruption;

— society shows mostly "silent indignation" at the
manifestations of political and economic corruption
and does not actively oppose it;

— asignificant part of society has adopted corrupt
"rules of the game" and acts in accordance with them;

— political and economic corruption has a solid
basis — the oligarchic clan economy, which is not
interested in introducing transparent rules of business
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activities and bringing them closer to European
standards;

— Ukraine, as a member of international
organizations, has undertaken certain commitments
to combat corruption, some of these commitments are
being fulfilled (for example, e-declaration of income of
high-ranking officials);

— there is a high level of public dissatisfaction
with the corruption of government and political forces
and a critically low level of public confidence in them;

— currently, a significant number of state struc-
tures have been formed and operate in Ukraine
to prevent and combat corruption, but so far their
effectiveness is almost zero.
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